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Dear Administrator McCarthy, 

We write to learn mure about thc steps the Environmen*.al Protection Agency (EPA) is takirg to 
protect pollinator health. Given the importance of pollinators, we would like to ensure the EPA 
is working closely with all stakeholders, is investigating the entire range of possible factors that 
impact pollinator health, and will follow all administrative requirements bef-ore completing any 
potential rulemakings. 

As you know, pollinators play an irreplaceable role in the world's food security. Pollinators are 
vital to most fruit, vegetable, and nut production and they play a role in nearly $30 billion dollars 
in economic activity within the United States each year. In recent years, questions have arisen 
about pollirnator health and populations. Certainly these are serious questions that require a 
comprehensive, science-based investigation so that we can be sure of the steps needed to 
continue our food production systems, avoid significant negative economic impacts, and protect 
the environment. 

As EPA is investigating potential impacts on pollinator health, we urge the EPA to closely 
coilaborate with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, members of the Wliite House Pollinator 
Health Task Force, grower organizations, and stakeholders in prioritizing resources to first use 
the best science-based research available to understand the overall state of pollinator health in the 
U.S. We want to be sure that EPA engages grower organizations and other stakeholders nlost 
atfectcd by any regulatory review. 7'hose directly engaged are likely to best know the impact of 
potential agency actions. 

In creating the Pollinator Health Task Force last June, President Obama recognized that there is a 
complex array of factors associated with pollinator health, and focused on conducting greater 
research and analysis to better understand the variety of factors that influence pollinators. 
Experts in the field cite nzultiple possible stressors that are contributing to variability in beehive 
counts and pollinator populations, including mites, pathogens, genetics, and loss of habitat or 
forage areas. We ask EPA to take care to investigate all the likely impacts on pollinator health 
before taking regulatory actions. 

Should EPA determine it is necessary for the agency to take further regulatory actions, we urge 
the agency to follow all of its administrative requirements, particularly as it relates to the use and 
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registration of'pesticicfes under the Federal Insecticide. Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. We 
have concerns about reports that the agency may be planning to re o rrlate some pesticides, 
particularly neonicotinoid products, without a suCticient tmderstandin o of all the environmental 
stressors facing pollinators. Neonicotinoid products are an importallt component of modern 
agriculture techniques, whicll have lielped American farmers increase productivity. improve 
cost-competitiveness and contimie to produce safe, nrrtritious food for tlle world. If EPA does 
move forward with regulatory aetions regarding pesticides, we ask that you work within the 
existing pesticide regulatory framework, which has helped the a( leney to regulate in a sound, 
science-based manner. 

Regarding EPA's potential actions desi ,, ned to improve pollinator health, would you please 
provide answers to the f'ollowing questions: 

• I tas EPA or its partner a^ r̂encies researched the impact of the varroa niite on pollinator 
Ylealth:' li'so, hovv does that aaency calculate ihe impact ot the nliie orr hive coLuiis" 

. !Y1ost data for hive counts. both dornestic and internatiorYal. shoNv variability predating the 
use of neonicotinoids in the U.S. and Europe. Does the F;PA have data that conflict with 
this? It` so. will you please provide it? 

• I_ast tall the L:PA released a studv on the benefits of'nconicotinoid seed treatments in 
soybean productiorl. Did EPA conduct similar analyses of the efticacy of seed treatnlent 
in otlher crops'? If so, what were the criteria used to select these crops, and were these 
studies publicly released? 

• T IIe soybean report relied on aerea ge and price data frorn the US Department of 
Agriculture's National Agricultural Statistics Service. Did EPA draw on other t1SDA 
data — including seed treatment usa ge rates and efficacy — in conductin—, its analysis'' lf 
so, what infornlation did tISDA provide? 

• 7'he soybean stud y relies heavilv on "F..PA Proprietary Data." Is comparable publiely 
available data available? Did EI'A seck irifoi-nlation fi•on1 re gistrants. seed conZpanies or 
prodtucers'? 

* Flow will the soybean study be used in E,I'A regulatory decisions'? 
• W'hcn EPA is eonsidering product registrations or re-registrations, how often is EPA- 

irnitiated researcll used versus data stubmitted by the registrant" 
• On Tulv 17. 2014, t11e t^S Fisli and Vi-'ildlifi; Service (USF WS) annotulced that it was 

bunning the use of neonicotirloids on USFWS lands. Was EPA consulted by the Ser y ice 
regarding its decision? What guidance did EPA offer? 

• In October 2014, the Council on Environmerntal Quality (CEQ) issued guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant mate:'ials treated with tllis class of chemistry on certain 
federal properties. Was EPA constulted about this action? What guidance did 1 =̂ `PA offer`? 

As arn estimated one-third of all tood and beverages are rnade possible by pollination, if there 
was a si^^nifieant decline in pollinator popiulations, it vvould liave a serious impact on our diets, 
economy, and environnlent. Seientists agree there is a coinplex set of factors that a1 •e impacting 
pollinator populations and any agency actions could have a si o nitieant impact on rui>dern 
production agriculture. Therefore, it is essential that EI'A wrks closely with all stalceholders 
and partner agencies, investigates the entire range of possible impacts on pollinator health, and 
folloiv°s all administrative requirements before completirr o any potential rulemakings.



We thank you in advance for youur responses to otiu• questions, and we look forward to working 
with you to promote pollinator health in a sound, ,cience-based manner. 

Sincerely, 

Senatoro Blunt
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The Honorable Roy Blunt 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

\ O S7q. 

L

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460 

Dear Senator Blunt: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

I https://www.wh itehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/Pollinator%2OHealth%2OStrategy%2020  15 .pdf 
Internet Address (URL) . http//wwwepa gov 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-i 940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returhs.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 

Fernandez-Cornejo et at., 2014 Pesticide Use in U.S. Agriculture: 21 Selected Crops, 1960-2008. USDA-Economic 
Research Service Economic Information Bulletin Number 124. pp 65-68.



develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad. and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

sJ.Jones	 ( I 
AsIstant Administrtr 

hup://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.htm?docid= I 5572#research



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION The Honorable John Boozman 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boozman: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators 1 that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

I https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/m  icrosites/ostp/Pollinator%2OHealth%2OStrategy%2020 15 .pdf 
Internet Address (URL) http /Iwwwepa gay
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GflK Kynetec. These data are collected animally from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 U SDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 

Fernandez-Cornejo etal., 2014 Pesticide Use in U.S. Agriculture: 21 Selected Crops, 1960-2008. USDA-Economic 
Research Service Economic Information Bulletin Number 124. pp 65-68.



develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

J4ms J. Jones 
Astant Administrat!or 

' hnp://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.htm?docid I 5 572#research
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION The Honorable Richard Burr 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Burr: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

'https:/!www.wh itehouse.gov/sites/defau Itlfiles/microsites/ostp/Pollinator%2OHealth%2OStrategy%2020 15 .pdf 
Internet Address (URL) http /Iwww epa gov 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-l940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004g. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GflK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 

Fernandez-Cornejo et al., 2014 Pesticide Use in U.S. Agriculture: 21 Selected Crops, 1960-2008. USDA-Economic 
Research Service Economic Information Bulletin Number 124. pp 65-68.



develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad. and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

JrrIes J. Jones 
Adistant Administ?âtor 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Michael D. Crapo 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Crapo:

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. 1 assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by Gfl( Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 
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develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

Sincerely, 

J. Jones 
Assistant Adminisirator 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION The Honorable Joe Donnelly 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Donnelly: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators 1 that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

I https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/defaultlfiles/microsites/ostp/Pollinator%2OHealth%2oStrategy%2020  15 .pdf 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid- 1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement Gfl( Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 
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develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460 

The Honorable Deb Fischer 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Fischer:

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty.
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx.U3yycfldWZ28 
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es J. Jones 
Assistant Administrator 

develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the LJSFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION The Honorable James M. Inhofe 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 
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develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science. 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

Assistant Administrator 
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The Honorable David Perdue 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460 

Dear Senator Perdue: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected armually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 U SDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
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J. Jones 
Asi..tant Administrator 

develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPAs Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.
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The Honorable Pat Roberts 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty.
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1 940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GIK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 
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develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact ML Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

A stant Administrator 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION The Honorable Thom Tillis 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004g. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected animally from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
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develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration. then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions. please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

es J. Jones 
Aistant Adminis'rtator 
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The Honorable Roger Wicker 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wicker: 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

https://www.wh itehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/Pollinator%2OHealth%2OStrategy%2020 15 .pdf 
Internet Address (URL) http//wwepagov 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by Gfl( Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 

Fernandez-Cornejo etal., 2014 Pesticide Use in U.S. Agriculture: 21 Selected Crops, 1960-2008. USDA-Economic 
Research Service Economic Information Bulletin Number 124. pp 65-68.



develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration. then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

Jans J. Jones 
As'i'stant Administrator 

http://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.htm?docid= 1 55 72#research
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 
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The Honorable Thad Cochran 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Cochran:

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Thank you for your March 30, 2015, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in which you 
express interest in learning about the steps the EPA is taking to protect pollinator health. I want to assure 
you that the EPA has been working aggressively to protect bees and other pollinators from the potential 
effects of pesticides, and we will continue to do so. We are engaged in national and international efforts 
to address those concerns. 

For more than 15 years, the EPA has been working with a broad range of stakeholders - beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide producers, researchers, as well as federal and state agencies - to improve pollinator 
protection. While our initial efforts did not yield a clear path forward, the open dialogue among a 
diverse group of stakeholders brought to light the complexity of the issue. We ramped up our 
collaborative efforts after Colony Collapse Disorder emerged and the broader issue of pollinator health 
became an international issue in 2007. We again expanded the range of stakeholder involvement in our 
efforts following the release of the 2014 Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to 
Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. That extensive stakeholder input is apparent 
in the commitments the EPA made in the National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and 
Other Pollinators' that was published May 19, 2015. I assure you that the EPA will continue engaging 
grower organizations, beekeepers and other stakeholders most affected by the agency's potential 
regulatory decisions. 

The EPA agrees that the scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are 
complex. We have been reiterating to concerned citizens and elected officials alike the need to ensure 
that the EPA's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from the 
requirements of federal law. It is our intention to continue on that path. 

With respect to research on the impact of the Varroa mite on pollinator health and how the agency 
calculates the impact of mites on hive counts, Congress has identified the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture as the lead federal agency on determining the causes and developing solutions for CCD. The 
USDA has focused on examining Varroa mites and the other factors affecting pollinator health. While 
the EPA is specifically tasked with determining and mitigating the effects of pesticides, we have also 
been working collaboratively with the USDA to understand the various factors. At this time, the EPA 
risk assessments do not quantify the potential role that mites may be having in combination with 
pesticides; however, the agency is aware of this potential relationship and will continue to monitor open 
literature and work with the USDA to help address this uncertainty. 

I https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/defau Itlfiles/microsites/ostp/PoII inator%2OHealth%2OStrategy%2020 15 .pdf 
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You also asked about domestic and international data showing variability in hive counts predating the 
use of neonicotinoids. Presumably, the data to which you refer is the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service honey survey data that have shown general declines in the number of colonies used to support 
honey production since the mid-1940's. These data demonstrate that the number of colonies used in 
honey production have declined from roughly 6 million colonies in the 40's to roughly 2.7 million 
currently. This decline has been relatively constant up until the late 1990's when the rate of decline 
appears to have stabilized. Over the past decade the number of managed colonies used on honey 
production has hovered around 2.5 million, however, the most current numbers place it at around 2.7 
million, a slight increase. The EPA is not aware of a multi-factorial analysis of the NASS data to 
examine whether neonicotinoid registrations were in any way correlated with colony numbers; however, 
it is the EPA's understanding that NASS may comment that their surveys/data are not intended to 
document "loss" per se and that such an analysis may not be appropriate. 

Regarding the benefits analysis of neonicotinoid seed treatments in soybean production that the EPA 
released last fall, the agency chose to focus first on the neonicotinoid seed treatments for soybeans 
following published reports questioning the benefits of neonicotinoid insecticides in soybeans. Our 
assessment compared the yield benefits and costs of soybeans grown from neonicotinoid-treated seed 
with soybeans grown using other pest control strategies. In addition to acreage and price data from the 
NASS, the EPA used the following USDA data sources in conducting its analysis: 

• USDA Economic Research Service's soybean enterprise budgets2 
• USDA historical usage data (pounds applied) from 1987 to 2004. 

I should also mention that it was not an analysis of efficacy. The EPA typically assesses the benefits of a 
chemical on a crop by crop basis, and the report on soybean seed treatment is the first completed for the 
neonicotinoids. The EPA will perform additional benefits assessments and incorporate our findings as 
we complete the re-evaluation of the neonicotinoids. With respect to how the soybean study will be used 
in the EPA's regulatory decisions, if the risks associated with the seed treatment use of the 
neonicotinoids in soybeans outweigh the benefits, the EPA will consider taking additional regulatory 
action to address these concerns. 

You also asked about "EPA Proprietary Data" that we used in the benefits assessment. The source of the 
proprietary data is a private market research firm, GfK Kynetec. These data are collected annually from 
field crop, vegetable and fruit producers. The study design used by GfK Kynetec results in a statistically 
valid estimate of pesticide use by state and by crop. The information on seed treatments by active 
ingredient is not publicly available due to the licensing agreement GfK Kynetec requires for use of its 
data. Although the USDA NASS provides pesticide usage data, it was not adequate for the seed 
treatment benefits study because it does not include information on seed treatments by active ingredient. 
Also, the USDA NASS data do not include information on target pest which was important for the 
soybean seed treatment benefits assessment. 

You also asked how often we use EPA-initiated research versus data submitted by the registrant in 
pesticide product registration and registration review. Sections 3 and 4 of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act make clear that the EPA shall require the submission of studies from 
pesticide applicants and registrants to support registration, registration review and reregistration 
decisions. Congress placed this obligation on the pesticide registrant rather than requiring the EPA to 

2 USDA ERS, 2014, Commodity Costs and Returns: Soybeans. ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-
returns.aspx#.U3yycfldWZ28 

Fernandez-Cornejo et at., 2014 Pesticide Use in U.S. Agriculture: 21 Selected Crops, 1960-2008. USDA-Economic 
Research Service Economic Information Bulletin Number 124. pp 65-68.



s J. Jones 
AssIstant Administ?ator 

develop and fund such data development. In addition to registrant-submitted studies, EPA scientists also 
review pesticide studies from peer-reviewed scientific journals and data from a wide variety of sources 
when they are available. 

Finally, you asked if the EPA was consulted on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decision to ban the 
use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands and on the Council on Environmental Quality guidance on the 
use of neonicotinoids and plant materials treated with this class of chemistry on certain federal 
properties. Neither the USFWS nor the CEQ consulted the EPA on these issues. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science, 4 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the FIFRA standard for registration, then the EPA 
will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erikepa.gov or (202) 566-2753.

' http://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.hm?docid I 5572#research



^HnitEd ^tatcs ol6ennte 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

.June 30, 2015 

The'Honorable Gina MeCarthy	 The Honorable Tom Vilsack 
Administrator	 Secretary 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenuc, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 

The Honorable Dr. Ernest Moniz 
Secretary 

U.S. Department of' Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585

U.S. Departinent of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Avenue, S. W. 
Washingtoti, DC 20250 

Dear Administrator McCarthy, Secretary Moniz, and Secretary Vilsack: 

We write to support biomass energy as a sustainable, responsible, renewable, and 
economically significant energy source. Federal policies across all departnlents and agencies 
must remove any uncertainties and eontradictions through a clear, unamhiguous message that 
forest bioenergy is part of the nation's encrgy future, 

Many states are relying on rcnewable biomass to meet thcir energy goals, and we support 
renewable biomass to create jobs and economic growth while meeting our nation's energy nceds. 
A comprehensive seience, technical, and legal administrative record supports a clear and simple 
policy establishing the benefits of energy from forest biomass. Federal policies that add 
unnecessary costs and complexity will discourage rather than encourage investment in working 
forests, harvesting operations, bioenergy, wood products, and paper manufacturing. iJnclear or 
contradictory signals from federal agencies could discourage biomass utilization as an cnergy 
solution. 

"I'he carbon neutrality of forest biomass has been recognized repeatedly by numerous 
studies, agencies, institutions, legislation, and rules around the world, and there has been no 
dispute about the carbon neutrality of biomass derived from residuals of forest products 
manufacturing and agriculture. Our constituents employed in the biomass supply chain deserve a 
federal policy that recognizes the clear benetits of forest bioenergy. We urge you to ensure that 
federal policics are consistent and reflect the carbon neutrality of fbrest bioenergy. 

Sincerely, 

Susan M. Collins
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December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Susan M. Collins 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Collins: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of bioinass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeliolders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, arid approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015) 

The revised draft Fi'amework and SA peer review request memo can be found at: 
h://eoa.gov/cilimatechange/ghgeniissions/bioenic-emissions ,html. Information iegardiig the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, refores1a1ion and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and indeasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Progiain. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and lntergoverrnnental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jairne Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretaty for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

r. David T. Danielson	Dr. Robert Johansson 
Assistant Secretary	Chief Economist 
Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Jeffrey A. Merkiey 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Merkley: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical tote that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States, Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstoeks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be appi'ovable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and appi'oaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) i'eview of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015) 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa.gov/chmatechange/ghgem issionsThiogenic-emissions.htinl. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sb/.



USDA recognizes the important role foiest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson 
Acting Assistant Administrator 	 Assistant Secretary 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency 
U.S. Environmental Protection 	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



The Honorable Kelly A. Ayotte 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Ayotte: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals, The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised drati Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
h://epa.gov/cIimatcchange/ghgcmissionsiogenic-emissions.htm !, Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.cpo,gov/sb/.



Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both ow energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Roy Blunt 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Blunt: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary 'Ihomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest hioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
he an integral part of regimes that promote conservdtion and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frainet'ork for Assessing Rio genic ('arbon Dioxide from Stalionaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

1 The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request macmo can be found at: 
hflp://epa.govlclirnatechpnge/ghgeinissionsThiogenic-emissions.htmL Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govisabL.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in mole forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation, This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Bioinass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biounass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks,' 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David 1. DalileTii 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable John Boozman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Boozman: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies arid programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes tile ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan subinittals, The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
htto://ep a. gov/climatechangc/ghgemissionsfbiogenic-emissionshtml,  Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.eDa,gov/sab/.



Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

r. David T DaYe 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies arc working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jainie Shimnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Richard Burr 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Burr: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioencrgy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf, 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frameworkfor Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide f,'om Stalionary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biotnass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework, EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

l The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can he found at: 
hi//epa. gov/cimatechangc/ghgcm issionslbiogcnic-emissionshtinl. Iii formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biornass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greeithouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that bioinass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in you1 letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U. S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet U. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



December23, 2015 

The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Capito: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The Pi'esident's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including hiomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biornass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to ho'd a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frcnneworkfor Assessing Rio genic Carbon Dioxide from Staliona.'y Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hp://epa.gov/c1imatechange/ghgemissions/biogenic-ernissions.htniI . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa,govlsab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate' future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Progiain. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
bioinass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various bioinass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jairne Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Dame son 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December23, 2015 

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C, 20510 

Dear Senator Cassidy: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second mound of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup://epa.gov/cIimatechange/ghgemissionsThioenic-emissions.hn[ . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wwwepa.govfsab/.



USDA recognizes the important iole forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biornass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biotnass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hamnan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary 	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Thad Cochran 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cochran: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
bc an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deployingbiornass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 20 15.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
huo://epp,gov/d imatechange/ghgemissions/biogcnic-em issions.htmnl. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels f'roni non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in youl letter, (he American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have fluiher questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia 1-laman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shiinek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

LL 
Dr. David 1. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable John Cornyn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the usc of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholdcrs to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Garbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
h://epa.gov/c1huatechunge/ghgemissionsiogenic-emissions.h1. Infonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www,epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland fqrested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire, 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biotnass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context ofthe President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter, If you have further questions, please contact us, or youi' staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson 	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency US. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Depailment of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Tammy Baldwin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Baldwin: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including bioniass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biornass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct fccdstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state planS To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to shaie their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frameworkfo, Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stailonmy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peel' review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa.gov/cliinatechange/ghgeinissipns/biogenic-emissioiis.htinl . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govlsab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and hiomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 thiough a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that aie helping deliver needed 
technical and fmancial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biornass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Sheimd Brown 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Brown: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest biocncrgy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of bioniass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biornass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationa,y Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biornass in state plan submittals. Tile revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholdems, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised dra Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epaov/c1iniatcchaiic/ghgemissionsiogenic-emissionshtm1 . Infonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wv.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in mote forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Tnitiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Bioniass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that bioinass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaiine Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Bafta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Robert P. Casey, Jr. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Casey: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including hiomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-dciived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework ,for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan subinittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup://epa.gov/c1irnatechange/ghem issionsiogenic-emissions.h1. In formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govtsab/.



Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biornass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate tecimologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shirnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Joe Donnelly 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Donnelly: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas S. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States, Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a i'evised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submiUals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific comlmmity and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015) 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hUp://epa.eov/climatechan ge/ghgemissionsThiogeiic-ernissions.htin1. Infoririation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biornass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jairne Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. Tn August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biornass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fra,,ieii'orkjr Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

1 The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa .gov/climatechangefghgem issionsThiogen ic-einissions,html. In formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www,epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet U. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection 	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Al Franken 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Franken: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and marl)' have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biornass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic C'arbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework, EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup://epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/biogenic-em  issions.htm I. In formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass fccdstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hainan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December23, 2015 

The Honorable Tim Kaine 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Kaine: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and Aft-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biornass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fraineivorkfor Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeliolders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framevvork, EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised drafi Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http:I/ena . gov/climatechange/ghgemissionsThiogenic-emissions.htm I. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greeithouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various hiomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Aim' and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Angus S. King, J1. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator King: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficiaL In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing l3iogen/c Carbon Dioxide from Stadonaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015,1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa.gov/c1bnatechange/ghemissionsThiogen  ic-cm issions.htm!. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govtsah/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biornass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the Piesident's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biornass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shirnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Tom Cotton 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cotton: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Rnergy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States, Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management o1icies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying bioniass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in stale plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hftp://epa.gov/cI imatechangc/ghgemissionsThiogenic-emissions.html. Infoi-mat ion regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wwwepa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and bioinass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioeneigy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergoverrunental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy 
US. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Michael D. Crapo 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Crapo: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalfi 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation arid responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide Jiom Stationcuy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of bioinass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015,1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup://epn.gov/c1iinatechange/gheniissions/biogenic-emissions.htmj. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation, This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biornass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hamnan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Steve Daities 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Dames: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy ftiture. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of bioinass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely he approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of bioinass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.' 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
h p ://epa.gov/cIirnatechange/hgcinissionsThiogcnic-cmissions.htmJ . In formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govlsah/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and bioinass will play in. both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomnass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass fccdstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hainan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Cory Gardner 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Gardner: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of hiornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic fcedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstoeks and 
expects that these fecdstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholdeis in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA piais to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frameworkfor Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholclers, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.' 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo caim be found at: 
1p://epa.gov/c1imatec1iangefhgemissionsiogenic-ernissions.hI . Infonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate techiiologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams, These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air arid Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Lindsey Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Graham: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States, Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that 1)1omote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioe.nergy iii their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can he found at: 
http://epa.gov/climatechangc/ghgemissionsThiogenic-emissions,htmh  Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sah/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biornass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomnass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet 0. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Assistant Secretary 	 Chief Economist 
Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Johnny Isakson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas S. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical tole that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and oilier stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hilp:f/epa.gov/cIimatechange/ghgemissionsiogenic-emissions.lirniL  Information regarding the SAB peel , review' process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofucis from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter, If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson 	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Ron Johnson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Johnson: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biornass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Caibon Dioxide from Stationamy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biornass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific conmuinity and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.' 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hap://epa.gov/c1imatechange/ghgemissionsThioenic-em  issions.htm I. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epagovlsabl.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate tecirnologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable David Perdue 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Perdue: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biornass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biornass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these fccdstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to shaie their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of bioinass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup;//epa. ov/cIimatechange/ghgemissions/biogenic-eniissions.htmI, Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at:  vw.epa.gov/s.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading eftbrts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofue!s from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that bioinass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia 1-laman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David 1. Danielson 	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Amy Klobuchar 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Kiobuchar: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, Letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of bioinass energy can 
be an integral pai of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of bioniass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share; their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying bioinss 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fra,newo,'k for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stat! onaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.I 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hp://epagov/chmatechange/ghgemissionsThiogcn ic-emissions.html. In formation regarding the SAB peer review process caii 
be found at: wwwcpa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biornass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanhir 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jairne Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Joe Manchin, ITT 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Manchin: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States, Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (GO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct fccdstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial, In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framewor/cfor Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan subinittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/biogeii ic-cmissions.htrnl. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sabl.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and bioinass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire, 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
tecirnical and financial assistance to expand those markets further, 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biornass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and AU-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December23, 2015 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikuiski 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Mikuiski: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biornass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogcnic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hflp:f/epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissionsThiogenic-emissions.htmL  Information regarding the SAB peel- review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future, Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential grecithouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielsoii 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Claire A. McCaskill 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator McCaskill: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf, 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highiights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest'and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of bioniass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fraineworlc for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholdeis, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
ht://epa.gov/c1imatechange/ghgemissionsThiogenic-eniissionshI . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wwwepa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more fOrest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan arid All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in youi' letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest hioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaiine Shirnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Di'. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Depatinient of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Patty Murray 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Murray: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plaii (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fra,neii'ork for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationmy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hup://epa. gov/climatechan ge/ghgemissionsThiogefljc-ernjssjons.hftnl . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.cpa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the deniand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas i'eductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various bioinass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaiine Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet 0. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Bill Nelson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean, 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biornass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic fecdstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework Jbr Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request menio can be found at: 
hup://epa.gov/cthiiatechanae/ghgemissionsfbiogenic-cmissionsiitml,  Infonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source, DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various bloinass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hamaii in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Jeanne Shaheen 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Shaheen: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals, They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical i'ole that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan suhmittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first drafl framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAD in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://epa.gov/c1imatechange/hgernissionsThiogenic-ernissionsJthnL  Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wsv.eoa.gov/sab/.



Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture

USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop arid demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and AU-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy ftiture and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of bioinass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first dra framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peel review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hp:/Iepa.gov/c1natechanggiemissionsThiogenic-emissions.hftul . In formation regarding the SA B peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gv!sabI.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and bioniass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further, 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovermnental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Rob Portman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Portman: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomnass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying bioniass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frwne work for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxklefroin Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

'The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request nieino can Ue found at: 
hup://epa.gov/cllinatechange/ghgemissions/biogenic-enl  issions.htinl. Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.cpa.gov/sabl.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a iole in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Hainan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
US. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy



The Honorable James E. Riseh 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Risch: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. Tn August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of bioinass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely he approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholdeis in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.' 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
h://epa.gov/cIimatechange/ghgem issionsThiogenic-emissions.htm I. Infonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govlsab!.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass fcedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work'together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenemgy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Eneigy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Jeff Sessions 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Deai Senator Sessions: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biornass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstoeks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. in addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationa,y Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can he found at: 
hup://epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissionslbiogenic-emissions.hnnl . !nfonnation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.govlsab/.



USDA recognizcs the important role forest management and biornass vill play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in mole forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Ptogram and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced hiofliels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biornass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shirnek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T, Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable John Thune 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Thune: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be au integraL part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biounass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (GO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Bio genie Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework, EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015) 

'The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can he found at: 
hp:I/ep.gov/cIimatechange/ghgcm issionsiogenicemissions,htm1. 1nfonation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be lound at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biornass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Bion1ass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

-, 
Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Thom Titus 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Deat' Senator Thus: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCaiThy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (Ca2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biotnass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstoeks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Fra,neworkjbr Assessing Biogenic Carbon Diokide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 201 51 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request menio can be found at: 
hup://epa.gov/c1irnptechange/ghgemissionsiogenic-emissions.h  I. Information regarding the SA B peer review process can 
be found at: wwsv.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate fiitire. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development prçssures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biotnass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand tl1e impacts of various hiomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quanti 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet U. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Depaimient of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable David Vitter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Vitter: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is l)alt of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can he, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Garboii Dioxide from Staliona,y Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
httD://epa.gov/c1imatechange&I1geImssionsiogenic_enissionsithnl . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greeithouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and incredsing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 1 9 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secietary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batla, USDA's Assistant Secretaty for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe	 Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Acting Assistant Administrator	 Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Air and Radiation 	 Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection	 and Renewable Energy 

Agency	 U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Jon Tester 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Tester: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf, 

The President's Climate Action Plan and Alt-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO 2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
hpI/epa.gov/cIimatechange/ghgcmissions/biogenic-emissions.htmI . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: wsvw.epa.govlsab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further, 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that bioniass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovemiunental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Mark R. Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Warner: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integial part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future, 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide Jivi,i Stationary Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of bioniass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first (Iraft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
h://epa.gov/c1imatechange/ghgeniissionsThiogenic-emissions.htmI.  In formation regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

1 '"t/L-_.....' 
Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Assistant Secretary
	

Chief Economist 
Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy

USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future, Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in moie forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biornass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that bioniass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies arc working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Harnan in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shiinek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Tim Scott 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Scott: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary 'l'hotnas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting OUr Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy iii their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frameii'ork for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Sralionaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer i'eviewwith the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draI Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http://cpa.gov/c1ünatechangc/ghgeniissionsiogenic-emissions.hnnI . Information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www,epa.gov/sabf.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, arid waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role ill America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David 'F. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Richard C. Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Shelby: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas 5. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass, At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic fecdstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying bioniass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Framework for Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stat ionaiy Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biornass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.! 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request menio can be found at: 
h://epa.gov/cIimatechange/ghgcmissionsiogenic-emissions.lthnl.  information regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biornass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures arid increasing threats fiom insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biotnass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate tecimologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
bioniass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future, As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Patrick J. Toorney 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Toomey: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy in meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CU2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biornass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these feedstocks would likely be approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA plans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Frameworkfor Assessing Biogenic carbon Dioxide from Stationary SOWCCS that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submivals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised draft Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
http:/fepa.gov/climatechange!ghgemissions/biogenic-emissioiis.htrn  I In fonnaton regarding the SAB peer review process can 
be found at: www.epa.gov/sab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions. To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation. This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Energy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streatns. These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass fecdstoeks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biomass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantif' 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet G. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielson	 Dr. Robert Johansson 
Assistant Secretary	 Chief Economist 
Office of Energy Efficiency U.S. Department of Agriculture 

and Renewable Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy



USDA

December 23, 2015 

The Honorable Roger F. Wicker 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Wicker: 

Thank you for your June 30, 2015, letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy, U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Thomas J. Vilsack, and U.S. Department of 
Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz, regarding the role of forest bioenergy iii meeting our Nation's energy 
and climate goals. They have asked us to respond on their behalf. 

The President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy lay a foundation for a clean 
energy future and foster expansion of renewable energy, including biomass. At the same time, the 
President's Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role that America's forests play in addressing 
carbon pollution in the United States. Our agencies agree that production and use of biomass energy can 
be an integral part of regimes that promote conservation and responsible forest management. States also 
recognize the importance of forests, and many have been developing a variety of forest and land use 
management policies and programs that both address climate change and foster increased biomass 
utilization as part of their energy future. 

Recent EPA regulatory action and scientific work on assessing biogenic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from stationary sources is part of this broad climate strategy. In August 2015, EPA released the final 
Clean Power Plan (CPP), which describes the ways in which the use of biomass may be a component of 
state plans. For example, in the CPP, EPA generally acknowledges the benefits of waste-derived 
biogenic feedstocks and certain forest- and agriculture-derived industrial byproduct feedstocks and 
expects that these fcedstocks would likely he approvable in a state plan. To support states and 
stakeholders in incorporating bioenergy in their state plans, EPA ilans to hold a public workshop in 
early 2016 for stakeholders to share their successes, experiences, and approaches to deploying biomass 
in ways that have been, and can be, carbon beneficial. In addition, EPA has also developed a revised 
Franework for Assessing Biogenic Carbon Dioxide from Slaliona,y Sources that can assist states when 
considering the role of biomass in state plan submittals. The revised report takes into account the latest 
information from the scientific community and other stakeholders, including findings from EPA's 
Science Advisory Board (SAB) review of the first draft framework. EPA is continuing to refine its 
accounting work through a second round of targeted peer review with the SAB in 2015.1 

The revised raf Framework and SAB peer review request memo can be found at: 
htip://epa.gov/climatcchange/ghgcmissionsiogenic-einissions.htrn1 . Information regarding the SAB peer review process earl 
be found at: wws'.epa.govfsab/.



USDA recognizes the important role forest management and biomass will play in both our energy and 
climate future. Increasing the demand for wood for energy results in more forest area, more forest 
investment, and potential greenhouse gas reductions, To increase forest stocks and improve forest 
health and management, we must develop incentives that keep working forestland forested and support 
forest restoration, reforestation, and afforestation, This is all the more critical, especially amid 
development pressures and increasing threats from insects, disease, and wildfire. 

Under USDA's Wood to Rnergy Initiative, USDA has supported over 230 Wood Energy projects 
through nearly $1 billion in grants, loans, and loan guarantees since 2009 through a host of programs, 
including the Renewable Energy for America Program and the Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 
USDA has established state-wide wood energy teams in 19 states that are helping deliver needed 
technical and financial assistance to expand those markets further. 

DOE recognizes the importance of wood as a renewable energy source. DOE is leading efforts to 
develop and demonstrate technologies for producing cost-competitive advanced biofuels from non-food 
biomass resources, including forest and wood resources, algae, and waste streams, These efforts require 
rigorous scientific study and evaluation to understand the impacts of various biomass feedstocks, 
especially woody resources, to optimize the benefits of their use. 

In the context of the President's Climate Action Plan and All-of-the-Above Energy Strategy, DOE, 
EPA, and USDA will work together to ensure that biornass energy plays a role in America's clean 
energy future. As stated in your letter, the American people deserve a Federal policy that recognizes the 
benefits of forest bioenergy. Together, our agencies are working carefully and consistently to quantify 
the benefits of using wood for energy. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact us, or your staff may 
contact Ms. Patricia Haman in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Tntergovernmental Relations at 
(202) 564-2806; Ms. Jaime Shimek, DOE's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Senate Affairs at (202) 586-
5450; or Mr. Todd Batta, USDA's Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at (202) 720-7095. 

Janet U. McCabe 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency

Dr. David T. Danielsoii 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Energy Efficiency 


and Renewable Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Johansson 
Chief Economist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture
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March' g, 2017 

VIIA EhECgRQNIC"^^TSl^SSYQN 

The Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
U.S. Environrnental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Averiue, W.W. 
Washington, D.C. 2o46o 

Dear, Administrator Pruitt: 

Whistleblowers play-a vital. xole in helping :the-government-identify-and resolve 
issuea of waste, fraud, ancl abuse, and they-are crucial for Congress in the exercise of its 
constrtutionally mandated oversight responsibilities. Since the beginniiig- days of our 
nation,-our Founding Fathers: recognized that whistleblowers are essential to ensuring 
that government is functioning properly and efficiently. As early as July'36, i^8, "in 
demonstration of tlyeir full `support.for whistleblowers," the^Continental Congress 
unariimously approved legislation'recognizing "the duty of,allpersons in the service of 
the Uiaited-States" to inforrn'"Congress or other proper authorit[ies]" of wrongdoing? 
Today, we continue to recognize this importarit' responsibility. Presddent George H. W. 
Bush, i.n his October i7; ^.ggo Executive Order i273Y, a^^fie.d plainly that federal 
employees "shall disclose-waste, fraud; abuse, arid corruption,to appropriate 
authorities."2 

As mernbers ofthe,Senate Whistleblower Protection Caucus, we enthusiastiealllly 
echo=these-historical preced'ents- in our supptirt for individuals who shine a light on 
waste, fraud, and abuse. We believe'that it is in your agency''s.besf interest, and the 
taxpayers' best interest, to-do flie same, and to p.penly recognize aiid wholeheartedly 
support the duty and value of whistleblower,s. Whistleblowers are.assets; and they can 
help us enhaEnce-government" efficiency an.d transpatency and, save taxpayers billioris of 
dollars. 

7Co encourage these inclividuals to lbring;problenis to tlie surface so that tfiey may 
be addressed, Congress enacted a:nd has since strengthened federal laws that_protect 

1 S. Res. $22,114th Cong. (2'cii6) (enacted) '(citing legislation of Ju7q 30, 1T7$, reprinted in Journals of the 
Conifnental Congress, x;+7¢—i78g, ed. Worthington C. Forcl', et:al. (Washington, D.C., 1904-37)s.if:73^O• 
'rhe 2o16 Whistleblower.Appreciation Day, resolution was'sponsored by the Senate VVlii"sttebIoWei 
Protection Caucus. 
2 Exec. Order No.12,7$1, 3 ,C.F.R. 3o6 (iggo) (emphasis added).
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them from reprisal for law;fizl, good faith .dis^elosures af potential wrongdoing. It a.s "a 
prohibited personnel przetice to retaliate against -an employee for "aaty .disclosure of 
information ... , which the employee or applicant reasonably believes evidences (i) any 
violation of any law,, rule,, ar regulation, or (ii) gross misxnanagement, a gross waste of 
funds, an abuse.of autthority,:or a substantial "and specifre dangerto public health or 
safety."3 Protections from reprisal also extend to , employees of contractors, 
subcontractors,, grantees, and subgrantees.4 These statutes° protect .whistleblowers vrrho 
report wrongdoing internally to a supervisor—as a significant rn.ajority do--so that their 
management "has an opportunity to address" it: They also protect whistleblowers who 
choose."to report otitside of their chain of command due to real fears of reprisal by their 
inanagernent. In either case; these brav,e "i7ien and women perform an invaluable public 
service.

That-service is equally valuable and necessary wlten whistleblowers disclose 
waste, fraud, , and abuse to Congress. Congress relies "on these individuals working 
within, agencies to-provide the informatioh necessary ` <to give-effect to the-checks and 
balancPs that are essential to"the =separatiqn of powers."s Accordingly, title ,^, Section 
72^"i.provides thatth^ right of federal " emplayees..to.furnish information to corntnittees 
of "Congress.may not b,e interfer.ed with or denied 6 4fficials or, ernployees who do 
interfere with tliat right are not"e-utitled to."compensation.7 

3 5 U.S.C;"§ 23o2(b)(8)(A)(i)-(ii) (2oa2) " ;(emphasis added); id §" . 2302(b)(9) (PPOtecting employees who, 
among other things, exercise any "right.granErt;d by law,, rule,, or regulatu7n or who cooperate With an 
Imspector General or the.-Uffiee,of Special Counsel); anddid. § 2302(b)(13)" (requiring any non-disclosure 
agreement.to contairi a clear exception £or lawful whistleblowing); ConsoJadat,ed A.ppropriations Act of 
2o.i6, Pub. L..No.114-113, rliv. E, title VII, 129, Stat.,2.185, § 744 (2oi5). Employees".of the"Intelligence 
Community also are protected under.a separate regeme piarsuant " to: Presidential. Policy"Directxve i9, the 
Intelligence Authorization Act of 2014, and the Intelligence Commuriity Wliistleblower Protection Act. 
Presidsntial Policy.11irective 39, Pr'otecting,wTtfstteblowers urfthAccESs to Classifted Infoi-inatiQn.(Oct 
io, 2012); Intelligence Authorization^Act for Fiscal Year 2014;-Pub. L.° No: iig-i26; §§ 6oi-o4, a28 Stat. 
1890,1414-22 (2o14); Intelligence Authoiization Act for Fiscal Year a999, Pub. L. No. 105-2723 §§ 70-1- 
02,112 Stat. 2397a 2413 ?7 (1998).. Employees of the"p'ecleral Bureau oflhVestigation are protected under 
5 U.S.C. § 230gwhich now,also explicitly clarifies thatthe statute•proteets disclosures to supervisors, tlie 
Office of Special CQUnsel, and Congress. Fecleral Bureau of Investigation Whistleblower"Frote+ction 
E_nhancement,tict ot2ox6, Pub. L. I^To: 114-302, i,3o Stat i5x6 (20f6). 
.4 4t U.S.C. app. § 4712 (2arE,);.lo U.S.C. § 24.o9.(zQ^2). 
5 Brief for Members of Congress a -As.mici Curiae Supporting Respondent,-Dep't of Homeland Sec. v. 
MacI.eanz No. z3-894: 2OZ4 WI,.4925075, at *7 (U.S. "Sept: 29,.2014). 
6 " 5 U.S.C: § 7211 (2012) ("The rightof employees,,ittdividually or collectively, to petition Congeess or a 
Member of Co^gress, orto furnish information to either House of Congress, or to°a committee or IVlember 
thereof, inay iiot be ìnterfered with or denied ") 
7 ConsolidateciAppropriations Act.of"20i6; Pub: L. N lo. 114 u3r div. E, title VIT, 129 $tat. 2475, §" 713, 
(2o^); Letter from Sus san A. Poling, Gen.-Counsel, U.S. "Gov`t Accountability (3ffice to Charles E. Grassley, 
Chairriaain, S. Comrim, on the Judieiai ;y, Jason Chaffetz, Chairman, H. Comm. on Qversight and Gov't 
Reform, .and Bob Goodlatte, H.-Comm. on the Jiudiciary re: GAQ Op. 13-825^24 (Apr: 5, ?oi6) (apailable-
at http-//`w,ww.gai).gov/assets/68o/67634i.pdf).
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Despite these protqctiGns, whistleblowers still often &ce Intimidation, retaliation, 

and prohibited persontol practices. Therefore it is essential that age4dy leadership, 

from the top down, promotes-an open culture for eiftployees to make disclosures and 
takes -'swift acdon against any employee ,who vAolates_a whisfleblower"s rights. 

All Ameiicans are better :off When whistlebloivers step forward and, report 

miswnduct without,fear of retaliation. Consistent with your statutory-responsibUities, 

we ask that youremind employees:at your agency about theif ability .to make,pr6tected 

disdosures in accordance ,with whistleblower protiection laws,,8 We ,also ask that you 

remind all incoming employees'and t.fianagers that retaliation, against whistleblowers 

will ,not be tolerated. 

Over the past several years ,the members of the ,SenateWhisfleblower Protection-

Caucus , have- endeavored to increase piotectibns for ,whistleblowers and bring awareness, 

to issues ,of retaliation. We will continue tbis-work in the current Congress and WHI 

continue oversight of the -executive bianch's'implementatibn and ezifercetnexit of 

whistleblower proteefions. We appxeciate your ,^assistance and look forwud to worldniE g 

with you.

Sincerely, 

ClAimmeCaskill 
U.S. Senator 

Ron Wyde-,i 
U,.S. Senator 

Y 

Tatlirigaldwin 
U.S. Senator

^'^.^°.	^^'.^ .^;^^--^:r	^.^^ 

^had6s E. Grassley 
U.S. 86nator 

*'^ _	 "`^°`^,^' 

T j lc! 
U-S. Sp-iiator 

4 ^.^'^ ' 
U4., Se-nator 

5 U.S.C. § 23o2(c) (i=) ("The hcail of each agency shall be reWasi'ble-for the preventipnof prohlitod 
personhel practices, for the compliance witb and thforcement"bf a 

i 
pplicible-c' Ml service laws, rules', ;and 

regulations, -and other aspects of persotmel mariagemeiit, aiid-for ensuring (ifi.consWi:ation:
,VVM 

I the Office 

of Special Cotinset) that agency employees areinfornied of therights aiid rem-edics available,to-them 
under this chaoter and chapter 12 of thistitle, including bow-to'make a la*ful disclosure of-inibrmaiion. 
that is- specificdly reqtiired by law or ,Executive order to hekept classified -in the iiiteresi of- naiional 
defense or-the , conduct of foreign ,affairs-to-the Special Conn§el, theInspector General 4 an a' gency, 
Congress, or other agen^ employee dttsignated to recoh-e such di!Aosufes.").
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lft
- 	 ^ 

Tom-Gatper 
U:S. Senator

F:8 

Edward. J.1Vlarkey  
U.S..Senator 

(Yc'^r^ P^^^ 

U.S. Sent$tor



:̂ :l^lited ^tatcs enate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

May 25, 2017 

`I'he Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

In light of the recent D.C. Circuit decision in Wcrterkeeper v. EPA, the EPA should take 
immediate action to prevent the waste of federal, state, and local resources designated for 
emergeney response programs. Therefore, we urge you to challenge the D.C. Circuit deeision 
and to provide America's farmers and ranchers with regulatory relief through agency directive 
and rulemaking. 

As you know, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and I,iability Aet 
(CERCLA) was enacted in 1980 in response to serious environmental and health risks posed by 
industrial pollution. CERCLA has two primary objectives: to give the federal government the 
tools necessary for prompt response to probiems resulting from hazardous waste disposal and to 
hold polluters financially responsible for cleanup. The Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA) was enacted to ensure proper notice to relevant aathorities 
in cases oI' accidental spills, chemical plant explosions, and release of hazardous chemicals from 
sinl.ing ships or train derailments. Congress never imagined the normal odors and emissions 
(including low-level concentrations of ammonia and llydrogen sulfide) of livestock, poultry, and 
egg produetion would somehow be captured. 

In 2008, EPA fitialized a rule to clarify the exemption of farms from CERCLA and EPCRA 
reporting requirements. This rule provided that all Animal Feeding Operations (AFOs) and 
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) were exempt from CERCLA, and only large 
CAFOs were required to report under EPCRA. However, in its April ruling, the Court of Appeals 
for the D.C. Circuit found that exemption to be inconsistent with statutory requirements, thereby 
requiring submission of these senseless reports from agricultural operations. We implore you to 
continue fighting for American agriculture, by challenging the panel deeision by the D.C. 
Circuit. 

Left unchecked, when expanded reporting requirements go into effect on June 2, 2017, up to 
100,000 fanns and ranches across the country will face enormous uncertainty and potential 
liability if they do not submit an emissions report. These reports have the potential to 
significantly overburden the National Response Center (NRC), which received a mere 24,193 
reports in 2016. And unlike the reports received last year, which averaged about 66 per day, the 
National Response Center would potentially receive tens of thousands of reports within a matter 
of a few days. Not only will these unnecessary agricultural reports shut down and congest a 
necessarily fast-moving response process, but they will actually prevent the NRC and local tirst
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United States Senator
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MIKE	 PO 
United States Senator 
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TED CRUZ 
United States Senator

^	 • 
MIKE ENZI 
United States Senator

responders from efficiently addressing real emergencies. Required reporting from agricultural 
operations directly impedes the purpose of the statute. 

In addition, we strongly support any action you take to protect both the integrity of the NRC, and 
local eniergency planning units, while also protecting the wellbeitlg of America's farmers atid 
ranchers. This includes elarifying the applicability of tlhe agricultural exemptions contained 
within both CERCLA and EPCRA, as well as tailoring reportable quantities to an appropriate 
Ieve1 for livestock and poultry operations. If the E,PA cannot address this problem in the courts 
or on its own, we encourage you to come to Congress to find a solution. 

Sincerely, 

JOH CORNYN
	

;IOHN BARRASSO, M,D. 
United States Senator
	

United States Senator 
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United States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator 
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United States Senatoi-
	

linited States Senator 

op 

IfO—B PORTMAN	 AT ROBERTS 
United States Senator
	

United States Senator 



^HN THUNE 
United States Senator
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United States Senator 
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ROGE WICKER 
United kwes Senator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable John Cornyn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for fanns and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

BhI'ryN. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:Ilwww.epa.gov 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Tom Cotton 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cotton: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:Ilwww.epa.gov 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Roy Blunt 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response conimunities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Ban'iy N. Bren 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:/Iwww.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW TI-JE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable John Barrasso 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Acfing Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:/Iwww.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsurner, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Ted Cruz 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pame1aepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Bry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address CURL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Michael D. Crapo 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Crapo: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pame1aepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • httpJ/www.epa.gov 

RecycleWRecyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

PRO

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable John Boozman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

tntemet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Joni Ernst 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pame1aepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Mike Enzi 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http:Ilwww.epa.gov 

Recycle dlRecyclable • Pdnted with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsurner, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Jerry Moran 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969. 

Internet Address (URL) • http:llwww.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF 
SOLID WASTE AND 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE 

OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Cory Gardner 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pame1aepa.gov or (202) 564-6969. 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

PRO

OFFICE OF 
SOLID WASTE AND 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE 

OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Michael Rounds 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamela@epa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

BarryN. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Deb Fischer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Fischer: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

brry'I. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

RecycleWRecyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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Acting Assistant Administrator 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Johnny Isakson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamela@epa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http:/Iwww.epa.gov 
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Acting Assistant Administrator 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Rand Paul 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Pat Roberts 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

,1I \ 
N. Breen 

Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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Barry N. Bree 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Ben Sasse 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Sasse: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable S Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Richard C. Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Shelby: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Conmiunity Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

arry N. Breeñ 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:/Iwww.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable John Thune 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Conmmnity Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamela@epa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

arry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF 
SOLID WASTE AND 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE 

OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Roger Wicker 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Wicker: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 
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OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Mike Lee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Adminisirative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamela@epa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Luther Strange 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

cerely, 

Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

PRO

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Thom Tillis 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:/Iwww.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF 
SOLID WASTE AND 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE 

OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Todd Young 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Acting Assistant Administrator 

Internet Address (URL) • http:Ilwww.epa.gov 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable James B. Risch 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, fmal rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pame1aepa.gov or (202) 564-6969. 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW TI-IE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Rob Portman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Waterkeeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
ofHazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the final rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA!s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamelaepa.gov or (202) 564-6969. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hatch: 

Thank you for your letter of May 25, 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, regarding the recent D.C. Circuit Court decision in Water/ceeper v. EPA vacating the 
December 18, 2008, final rule, CERCLA/EPCRA Administrative Reporting Exemption for Air Releases 
of Hazardous Substances from Animal Waste at Farms (73 FR 76948). The EPA's rule provided an 
exemption from reporting releases of hazardous substances into the air from animal waste at farms under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 103 
and for all but large concentrated animal feeding operations under the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 304. 

The EPA appreciates your concern regarding the burden these reporting requirements may pose and the 
uncertainty for farms and ranches as a result of the Court's decision vacating the fmal rule. The EPA is 
evaluating alternative approaches that could address these issues while protecting the integrity and 
capabilities of the response communities. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Pamela Janifer in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
Janifer.pamela@epa.gov or (202) 564-6969.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
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WASHINGTCIN, DC 20510 

May 25, 2017 

The Honorable Donald J. Trump 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear President Trump: 

We have been encouraged by the steps you have taken to reduce the regulatory burdens facing this country. 
From vour many Executive Orders to the signing of 14 laws rolling back regulations from the previous 
Administration, it is clear you share our commitment to reducing the regulatory burden our businesses face in 
order to create jobs and grow the economy. 

One of the most important executive orders you signed is EO 13783, Prornoting Energy Independence and 
Econanic Growth, wherein, among otlier things, you instruct the Enviro►unental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
unwind President Obama's Clean Power Plan regulations. 

We applaud this objective and encourage you to take every action necessary to ensure it is accomplished. 

A key risk to fulfilling this objective is remaining in the Paris Agreement. Because of existing provisions within 
the Clean Air Act and others embedded in the Paris Agreement, remaining in it would subject the United States 
to significant litigation risk that could upend your Administration's ability to fulfill its goal of rescinding the 
Clean Power Plan. Accordingly, we strongly encourage you to make a clean break from the Paris Agreement. 

Section 115 of the Clean Air Act addresses the regulatory steps the United States must take to address 
International Air Pollution. EPA and state government regulatory action of a pollutant are mandated after two 
tests are met: (1) a finding is established that a pollutant from the U.S. is endangering the public health or 
welfa►-e of another country; and (2) it is determined that the endangered country gives the U.S. the same rights to 
prevent or control pollution from that country. 

Under the previous Administration, EPA issued an endangerment finding for greenhouse gases and then pursued 
the Clean Power Plan. Many environmentalists already believe that this finding is broad enough to meet the 
endange►-ment test under Section 115, and they would certainly make this argument in court as they fight your 
efforts to rescind the Clean Power Plan rulemaking. 

Environmentalists will argue that these Section 115 requirements are, in fact, met more easily by the Paris 
Agreement because it includes enhanced transparency requirements in Article 13, which establishes a process 
for nations to submit plans to reduce emissions to one another and then to comment on the plans of one another. 

Leading environmental attorneys have been candid that they intend to use the Paris Agreement and the existing 
endanger►nent finding to force EPA to regulate under Section 115 of the Clean Air Act. 

David Bookbinder, formerly Chief Counsel of the Sierra Club, stated that together tihe Paris Agreement and 
Section 115 are the "silver bullet de jour of the enviros." And their intent to use it is real. New York and 
Vermont Attonieys General recently wrote to their colleagues that "states must still play a critical role in 
ensuring that the promises made in Paris become a reality." With statements like this, it is clear that those 
advocating for greenhouse gas regulations will use the Paris Agreement as a legal defense against your actions 
to rescind the Clean Power Plan if you decide to remain in the Paris Agreement. This is why it is so important 
for you to make a clean exit from the Agreement.



--+
( 	 _ 

Roger Wicker 
United States Senator 

We understand that some officials insidc your Administration want to remain in the Paris Agreement to keep a 
seat at the table so that the U.S. continues to have a voice in future discussions. Fortunately, a clean exit from 
the Paris Agreement will not take this away. The Senate gave its consent to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 1992; this treaty provides a permanent seat at the table for the 
United States to engage with other countries each year at the Conferences of Parties (COP). In fact, it was 
through an annual COP meeting in Paris that the Paris Agreement was signed. This permanent seat at the table 
enabled President Obama to negotiate this deal; this seat remains and will enable you to continue discussions 
with other nations on this topic should you choose to do so. 

Again, we applaud you for your ongoing efforts to reduce overregulation in America. "1'o continue on this path, 
we urge you to make a clean exit froin the Paris Agreement so that your Administration can follow through on 
its commitment to rescind the Clean Power Plan. 

Sincerely, 
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ames M. Inhofe
	 Barrasso 

United States Senator	 :d States Senator 

mz* d*.,, 

Michael B. Enzi
	

MichaA D. Crapo 
United States Senator	 tJnited States Senator 

JiQRI's	 Thad Cochran 

ol 

 United States Senator	 United States Senator



Ted Cruz 
United States Senator 
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M. Mic ael Rounds
	

Rand Paul 
United States Senator	 United States Senator 

J	Boozman	 Richard C. Shelb y 
United States Senator	 United States Senator 

L,.} 4vt,, 
Luther Strange
	 Orrin G. Hatch 

United States Senator	 United States Senator 

David Perdue
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Thom Tillis 

United States Senator
	 United States Senator 

Tim Scott
	

PIt Roberts 
United States Senator	 United States Senator
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March 16, 2018 

The Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of the Administrator 1101 A 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

We write regarding the agency's ongoing efforts to streamline environnlental regulations 
and ease the regulatory burden in the United States. While we welcome these necessary efforts, 
we maintain concerns with the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed rule for repeal of 
emission requirements for glider vehicles, glider engines, and glider kits. We believe that 
repealing those requirements will undermine the significant investments by American 
manufacturers, trucking fleets, and job creators. 

We agree that regulations issued under the Clean Air Act (CAA) must not exceed the 
authority of Congress. However, we believe that repeal of these glider requirements will 
undermine the significant investments made by domestic manufacturers and the logistics 
industry. This view is shared by numerous stakeholders, including the manufacturers of the 
overwhelming majority ofinediurn and heavy-duty vehicles, engines and emission control 
technologies sold throughout the United States. Changing decades of consistent regulation 
erodes the bipartisan progress made under previous administrations and removes the regulatory 
certainty provided to the industry which has produced the next generation of cleaner, more 
efficient vehicles. 

Our states are home to a strong industrial base that rely upon this regulatory certainty to 
successfully operate and invest billions each year in research and development. We urge you to 
consider the adverse impact on the economy if the authority to implement reasonable regulation 
of gliders is repealed and the regulatory certainty maintained through prior administrations is 
removed. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter and your continued dedication to 
protect American jobs and streamline burdensome environmental regulation. 

Sincerely, 

717"ONOOF,   
T Young AMoore Capito 

United States Senator	 United States Senator 

^ 

Thom Tillis	 Richard Burr 
United States Senator	 United States Senator
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June 8, 201 8 

'1'he Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
U.S. Envirpnrherital Protection Agency 
Williarn Jeff'erson Glinton Building 
1-200 Pennsy]vania,Averiue,NW 
Washington, DC.20460 

Dear Administrt ator Pruitt: 

ln 2015,,the Envi"roniriental Protectiori Agency (EPA) established updated regulations for the operation 
and maiintenaince of undergrourid storage tanks (USTs). The compliance deadline for these regulations 
is C}ctober 13, 1 201 S. Unforturiately, portions of the 2015 regulatioris, specifieally 40 CFR 280.35, 
impose an overwhelming financial.bur.den on small business petro.leum marketers nationwide. These 
costly regulations require signiticant capital investinents and additioiial, operating expenses on small 
business retailers over a shorl period of,time.:In or'deirto.reducethe fnancial burtlen an small business 
retailers and their customers, we re;quest"that^the:EPA. extend the compliance deadline=to October 13, 
2024. 
We believe that extending the integrity testing deadline, for spill buckets, tattk suinps and uinder 
dispenser eontainnient equipmeint, along with operability testing for overfill prevention equiprnerit is 
warranted. 'This equipment was not designed to undergo the type ef'testing the El'A requires without 
costly, mdification-or replacement.lVloreover,.much, of the equipment already "in the ground has not 
reached.the end.of"its useful operational life..Requiring the replacenient or modification of existing 
equipment yvould signifieantly.and unnecessarily drive up consumer and business costs by for,cing 
marketers to modify or=replace coinpletely funetional equipment. A deadline extension vNrotild not only 
provide small business retailers the opportunity to, spread cornpliance costs out over;a longer period of 
tinie; but also prevent signiticant cost increases from being passed along to consumers. 

The F,PA's 1988 UST system upgrade.regulat'ions.provided_ a full ten years for the regulated eommunity 
to comply. By cornparison, the , 2015 upgrade:requiremen`ts provide o"rily three years for small business 
petroleum marlreters to comply: By del,"aying-the testin; and inspection requirements until October 13, 
2024, we can provide these smalI 'busiriesses with-fhe propex time they need, to meet the new EPA 
requirements without^inereasing enviroiiinental risk. 

Thank you for your, consideration of this rcquest. 

Sincerely, 

Ier	Cia t^ 
Jerry Moran
	 Marco Rubio 

United States Senator	 United States' Senator
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L7nites Senator, 

Lindsey 0.t3rahain 

United States Senatoi 

Rand Paul, M.D. 
Uriited States Senator 
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I ieidi Heitkamp 
United States: Senator
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fiI12..sCOtt 
United Stafies Senator 

t	 t 

Mike Envi 
United.SCates, Senatqr 

United States Senator	 United States Senator
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Tom Gotton
	 Johnny Isakson 

United States.Senatox
	

United States Senator 
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David Perdue 
United States Senator
	 Uziited States Senator
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ames M. Inhofe
	 Joe Manchin III 

United States,Senator
	 United Status S+ 

^ 13oo2rrian
	 Steve ^ a ires 

Uinited States Senator
	 United States Senator

n Kennedy 
nited.States Senator 
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Bill Gassidy,, M.D. 
United States Senator 

United States Senator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Roger F. Wicker 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Wicker: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was fmalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Thom Tillis 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

PRO

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Tim Scott 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

BarfyN. Ben 
Acting Assistant Administrator



6^

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Marco Rubio 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Rubio: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Acting Assistant Administrator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

PRO

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Pat Roberts 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable James B. Risch 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Risch: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 

Internet Address (URL) • http:I/www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable • Pdnted with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raque1epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Barri N. BYeen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable David A. Purdue 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (LIST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty fmding qualified cpntractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline; 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable Rand Paul, M.D. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable Joe Manchin, III 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Bafr N. Wreen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable John Kennedy 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable Johnny Isakson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month conmient period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walktbrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

arry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable James M. Inhofe 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 201$ to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable Cindy Hyde-Smith 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hyde-Smith: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

airy N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable John Hoeven 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hoeven: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

n 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable Heidi Heitkamp 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Heitkamp: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Acting Assistant Administrator



deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Acting Assistant Administrator
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Lindsey 0. Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Mike Enzi 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (IJST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA ts Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Acting Assistant Administrator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Steve Dames 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Dames: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

BarryN. Bree 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND
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NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Mike Crapo 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Crapo: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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Barry N. Breei 
Acting Assistant Administrator

deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable Tom Cotton 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cotton: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

BarrN. Breéii 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cassidy: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walktbrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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Acting Assistant Administrator

deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Capito: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walktbrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

Barry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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The Honorable John Boozman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walktbrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understénds it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

BaI'ry N. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
NOW THE


OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Lamar Alexander 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.c. 20510 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month conment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The final rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND
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OFFICE OF LAND AND

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

The Honorable Jerry Moran 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Thank you for your letter of June 8, 2018 to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting the 
EPA extend its previously established compliance deadline of October 13, 2018, for portions of the 2015 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) regulation (specifically 40 CFR 280.35), to October 13, 2024. In your 
letter, you raised several concerns, including the feasibility of the testing and inspection requirements, 
and that operators may have difficulty finding qualified contractors to perform the required testing and 
inspections by the October 13, 2018 compliance deadline. 

Since a compliance deadline extension to 2024 could unintentionally do more harm than good, we are 
not extending the deadline. The new requirements in the 2015 UST regulation were designed to focus 
on the parts of tank systems most likely to leak or to fail to detect a leak if there were a problem. A 
several-year delay in conducting the new requirements could result in releases not being identified and 
addressed for many years, which ultimately could result in unnecessary environmental damage and more 
expensive cleanup costs. Since the regulation was finalized in 2015, many stakeholders, including tank 
owners and operators, service providers, testing companies and other contractors have planned their 
work based on the October 2018 deadline, and an extension now could be disruptive to those 
stakeholders' businesses. 

Moreover, the agency undertook an extensive and lengthy process in developing the 2015 UST 
regulation. We reached out substantially to affected stakeholders starting in 2008 before proposing the 
rule in November 2011. After the proposal, there was a five-month comment period during which we 
received approximately 200 comments. The fmal rule, published in 2015, simplified the implementation 
schedule, reduced the burden of walkthrough inspections, removed requirements for periodic testing of 
tank secondary containment and changed requirements on some previously deferred tanks, among other 
revisions. In May 2017, the EPA added an alternative sump testing method that some stakeholders could 
choose if it would be easier for them to use and less costly. 

Additionally, because USTs are often directly regulated by states, the deadline of October 13, 2018 
applies directly in only the 16 states and territories that have not received State Program Approval 
(SPA). In the other 40 states and territories with SPA, the state regulations apply in lieu of the federal 
regulation, and states can implement their regulations up to three years beyond the federal compliance 
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deadline. Thus, implementation will be phased in from 2018 through up to 2021. The variability of 
deadlines will reduce the demand on contractors at any one time. 

The EPA encourages tank owners to not wait until the last minute to try to arrange for testing and 
inspection. If the required tests/inspections determine that existing equipment is not properly operating 
to.prevent and detect releases, the EPA understands it may take time to get that equipment repaired or 
upgraded. For diligent tank owners who nevertheless are unable to comply with the October 2018 
deadline, the EPA considers any good faith efforts to comply with the law when deciding if and how to 
respond to a violation. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquelepa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.









UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20460 

The Honorable Gary C. Peters 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Peters: 

FEB 1 5 2019 
OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letters of December 20, 2018, and February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and 
Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your 
concern for communities across the United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS 
issue is a priority for the EPA and we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to 
address PF AS-related issues in order to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency' s May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SOW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Thom Tillis 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letters, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PF AS). The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the United States 
that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and we are working 
cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order to protect 
human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SOWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA' s 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Jeanne Shaheen 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Shaheen: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 20 I 9, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalk:yl Substances (PF AS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the fust time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDWA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDW A section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PFAS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PFAS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Robert P. Casey, Jr. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Casey: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WA f ER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalk.yl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the fust-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDWA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PFAS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utiliZt: newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Patrick Leahy 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Leahy: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WAfER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Swnmit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PF AS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end ofthis year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Tom Udall 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Udall: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency' s May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
nwnber of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SOW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SOWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA' s research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PFAS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Thomas R. Carper 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Carper: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximwn contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Kirsten Gillibrand 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Gillibrand: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximwn contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governrnents, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Jack Reed 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Reed: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

O FFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 20 I 9, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PF AS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PF AS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA}-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 

ln1ernet Address (URL) • htlp //www epa gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Pnnted w11h Vegetable Ori Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer. Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper 



agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C 20460 

The Honorable Joe Manchin , III 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 I 0 

Dear Senator Manchin: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February I , 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Bernard Sanders 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Sanders: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the frrst-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PF AS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 

Internet Address (URL) • hllp /lwww epa gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Pronted with Vegetabie OIi Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer Process Chtonne Free Recycled Paper 



agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Tox.ics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drink.ing water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Sherrod Brown 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Brown: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PF AS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Martin Heinrich 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Heinrich: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SOW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Robert Menendez 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Menendez: 

FEB 1 5 2~~g 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PF AS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA' s 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Elizabeth Warren 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Warren: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the frrst-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PF AS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical infonnation. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SOWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA' s 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PFAS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

FEB 1 5 2019 
OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end ofthis year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Patty Murray 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Murray: 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalk:yl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SD WA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA' s research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Margaret Wood Hassan 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 IO 

Dear Senator Hassan: 

FEB 1 5 2019 
OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PF AS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that wilJ help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS-two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDW A)-a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDWA regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SOWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency- and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PFAS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the reguiated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

rEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, avai lable at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PFAS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
fo llowing the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SOW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PFAS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-and the federal government-to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively cornrnunicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PFAS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively cornrnunicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Capito: 

FEB 1 5 2019 

OFFICE OF WATER 

Thank you for your letter of February 1, 2019, regarding Per- and Polyfluroalkyl Substances (PFAS). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shares your concern for communities across the 
United States that continue to deal with these substances. The PF AS issue is a priority for the EPA and 
we are working cooperatively with our federal and state partners to address PF AS-related issues in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

On February 14, 2019, the EPA announced the first-ever PFAS Action Plan, available at: 
https://epa.gov/pfas. This historic plan responds to extensive public interest and input the EPA has 
received, including at the agency's May 2018 National Leadership Summit and subsequent visits to a 
number of states across the nation, at which the agency heard directly from the public about PF AS issues 
in their communities. The Action Plan represents the first time the EPA has built a national, multi­
media, multi-program, research, management, and risk communication plan to address an emerging 
chemical of concern like PF AS. The Action Plan identifies both short-term solutions for addressing 
PF AS chemicals and long-term strategies that will help provide the tools and technologies states, tribes, 
and local communities need to clean up sites and provide clean and safe drinking water to their 
residents. Major actions described in the Action Plan are highlighted below. 

Drinking Water: The EPA intends to establish a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for PFOA and 
PFOS- two of the most well-known and prevalent PF AS chemicals. To do so, the EPA is committed to 
following the MCL rulemaking process as established by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)- a 
process that is designed to ensure public participation, transparency, and the use of the best available 
science and other technical information. By the end of this year, the EPA will propose a regulatory 
determination, which is the next step in the Safe Drinking Water Act process for establishing an MCL. 
The EPA is also gathering and evaluating information to determine if a SDW A regulation is appropriate 
for a broader class of PF AS. 

Cleanup: The EPA has already begun the regulatory development process for listing PFOA and PFOS 
as hazardous substances and will issue interim groundwater cleanup recommendations for sites 
contaminated with PFOA and PFOS. This important work will provide additional tools to help states and 
communities address existing contamination and enhance the ability to hold responsible parties 
accountable. 

Enforcement: The EPA will continue its ongoing enforcement actions, create tools to address PF AS 
exposure in the environment, and assist states in enforcement activities. Where the EPA finds that there 
may be an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health related to PF AS contamination, the 
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agency will consider using its response authority under CERCLA section 104 or utilizing its 
enforcement authorities such as the SDWA section 1431 or RCRA section 7003. 

Monitoring: The EPA will propose to include PF AS in the next round of nationwide drinking water 
monitoring under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Program. This will improve the EPA's 
understanding of the frequency and concentration of PF AS occurrence in drinking water. This additional 
monitoring will utilize newer methods that will detect more PF AS chemicals and at lower levels. The 
EPA will also consider PF AS chemicals for listing in the Toxics Release Inventory to help the agency 
identify where these chemicals are being released. 

Research: Through additional research, the EPA will rapidly expand the scientific foundation for 
understanding and managing risk from PF AS. The EPA will develop new analytical methods so that 
more PF AS chemicals can be detected in drinking water, in soil, and in groundwater. These efforts will 
improve our ability to monitor and assess potential risks. The EPA's research efforts also include 
developing new technologies and treatment options to remove PF AS from drinking water and at 
contaminated sites. 

Risk Communications: The EPA will work across the agency-· and the federal government- to 
develop a PF AS risk communication toolbox that includes materials that states, tribes, and local partners 
can use to effectively communicate with the public. 

The PF AS Action Plan will help the EPA and its partners identify and better understand PF AS 
contaminants generally, clean up current PF AS contamination, prevent future contamination, and 
effectively communicate risk with the public. To implement the Action Plan, the EPA will continue to 
work in close coordination with multiple entities, including other federal agencies, states, tribes, local 
governments, water utilities, the regulated community, and the public. 

Again, thank you for your letter and for your focused interest on PF AS. The EPA looks forward to 
working with you to address this challenge. If you have further questions, please contact me or your 
staff may contact Matt Klasen in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
klasen.matthew@epa.gov or (202) 566-0780. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Ross 
Assistant Administrator 
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The Honorable Andrew Wheeler 
Administrator 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

April 1, 2019 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Room 1101A 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: City of Havelock, North Carolina 
EPA-OLEM ·OBLR· 18·07 

Dear Administrator Wheeler: 

I am pleased to support the grant application submitted by the City of Havelock, 
North Carolina for funding through the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Brownfields Cleanup grant program. 

The City of Havelock indicates it has identified the Phoenix Landfill Brownfields, 
an abandoned site comprising approximately 150,000 cubic yards of unprocessed 
debris, as a public safety hazard for the unsupervised youth in the nearby 
neighborhoods and school who sometimes accessed to the site. The City annexed the 
property with plans to clean the site, using it to add new open green space along the 
area's creeks. The City has completed preliminary work on the project and has 
secured leveraged funding, including $1 million from the State of North Carolina. 
Debris removal will begin this summer. Cleanup funding will provide a crucial piece 
of Havelock's budget for this important project that will benefit the people of 
Havelock and the city's adjacent waterways. 

Thank you for your consideration of the City of Havelock's request as you make your 
final decision for the Brownfields Cleanup grant program. Please feel free to contact 
my Raleigh office at 919·856-4630 if you have questions regarding this request. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Thom Tillis 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

MAY - 1 2019 
OFFICE OF 

SOLID WASTE AND 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

NOW THE 
OFFICE OF LAND AND 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Thank you for your letter of April 1, 2019, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, supporting the 
brownfields grant proposal from the city of Havelock, North Carolina. We appreciate your interest in the 
Brownfields Program and your support of this proposal. 

Since its inception in 1995, the EP A's Brownfields Program has grown into a proven, results-oriented 
program that has changed the way contaminated property is perceived, addressed, and managed. The 
EPA's Brownfields Program is designed to empower states, communities, and other stakeholders in 
economic redevelopment to work together in a timely manner to prevent, assess, safely clean up, and 
sustainably reuse brownfields. The program is an excellent example of the success that is possible when 
people of all points of view work together to improve the environment and their communities. 

Last year's application process was highly competitive with the EPA evaluating more than 620 grant 
proposals. From these proposals, the EPA announced the selection of approximately 220 grants. 

The EPA' s selection criteria for grant proposals are available in the Proposal Guidelines for Browrifields 
Multipurpose, Assessment, and Cleanup Grants (November 2018), posted on our brownfields website at 
www.epa.gov/brownfields. Each proposal will be carefully reviewed and evaluated by a selection panel 
that applies these objective criteria in this highly competitive program. The grant proposal submitted by 
the city of Havelock will be given every consideration. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EP A's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raquel@epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586. 

yN. Breen 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
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THOM TILLIS 
NORTH CAROLINA 

113 DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BLDG 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

PH: (202) 224-6342 ilnitrd ~tetrs ~rnetr 
https://tillis.senate.gov 

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler 
Administrator 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

April 18, 2019 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Room 1101A 
Washington, D. C. 20460 

Re: City of Newton, North Carolina 
EPA-ELEM-OBLR-18-06 
Grant Tracking Number: GRANT12777416 

Dear Administrator Wheeler: 

COMMITTEES 

ARMED SERVICES 

BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

JUDICIARY 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

I am pleased to support the grant application submitted by the City of Newton, 
North Carolina for funding through the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Brownfields Community-Wide Assessment grant program in the amount of 
$300,000. 

The City of Newton indicates it has identified areas of blight within the City where 
vacant mills, factories, gas stations, and dry cleaners suffer structural deterioration, 
creating a public safety hazard. Due to the rapid decline in manufacturing, 
compounded by two recessions, the City struggles to recover from these devastating 
economic setbacks. Grant funding would enable the City to perform a complete 
assessment oil the most dilapidated parcels in order to identify, prioritize, and plan 
for economic development reuse which would support efforts to create economic 
renewal in the community. 

Thank you for your consideration of the City of Newton's request as you make your 
final decision for the Brownfields Community-Wide Assessment grant program. 
Please feel free to contact my Raleigh office at 919-856-4630 if you have questions 
regarding this request. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

( FRO0

OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND


EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
The Honorable Thom Tillis

NOW THE 
United States Senate	 OFFICE OF LAND AND 

Washington, D.C. 20510
	 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Dear Senator Tillis: 

Thank you for your letter of April 18, 2019, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, supporting 
the brownfields grant proposal from the city of Newton, North Carolina. We appreciate your interest in 
the Brownfields Program and your support of this proposal. 

Since its inception in 1995, the EPA's Brownfields Program has grown into a proven, results-oriented 
program that has changed the way contaminated property is perceived, addressed, and managed. The 
EPA's Browinfields Program is designed to empower states, communities, and other stakeholders in 
economic redevelopment to work together in a timely manner to prevent, assess, safely clean up, and 
sustainably reuse brownflelds. The program is an excellent example of the success that is possible when 
people of all points of view work together to improve the environment and their commiinities. 

Last year's application process was highly competitive with the EPA evaluating more than 620 grant 
proposals. From these proposals, the EPA announced the selection of approximately 22O grants. 

The EPA's selection criteria for grant proposals are available in the Proposal Guidelines for Brownfields 
Multipurpose, Assessment, and Cleanup Grants (November 2018), posted on our brownfields website at 
www.epa.gov/brownfields . Each proposal will be carefully reviewed and evaluated by a selection panel 
that applies these objective criteria in this highly competitive program. The grant proposal submitted by 
the city of Newton will be given every consideration. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Raquel Snyder in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
snyder.raque1epa.gov or at (202) 564-9586.

cerflY'7 

Acting Assint Administrator 
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